TOLEDO

Rcwasn P Crouse
Vice Prescent

Docket No. 50-346 e

License No. NPF-3

Serial No. 1-93
October 1, 1979

Mr. James G. Keppler

Regional Director, Regicn III

Of fice of Inspection & Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137

Dear Mr. Keppler:

1E Bulletin No. 79-14, dated July 2, 1979, requested that we develop and
implement an inspection program to verify that the Davis-Besse Nuclear
Power Station Unit 1 seismic analysis input for safety related piping
systems conforms to the actual field configuration. Attached is our
response to Item 2 of Bulletin No. 79-14.

Our inspection of normally accessible safety related piping was completed
September 21, 1979. Discrepancies found during the iispection are being
reviewed in accordance with the guidance provided in Supplement Nos. 1

and 2 to IE Bulletin 79-14, Preliminary evaluations o. walkdown discrep-
ancies indicate that none zdversely affect system opera flity. Detailed
engineering reviews of the total field packages are curr.ntly 50% complete
and support these preliminary evaluations. The remaining reviews are
being completed and will be reported to you by a supplement to this

report by October 19, 1979.

Based on completion of these engineering evaluations sustaining the

present high degree of confidence in Davis-Besse's seiamic analysis
conforming to the as-built safety related systems, Toledo Edison will
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delay the inspection of normally inaccessible piping systems until the
currently planned spring outage scheduled to begin March, 1980. The
October 19, 1979 supplement will provide schedules for any detailed
analytical work to be done to support the engineering reviews per item
4B of the bulletin.

Yours very truly,

N apran—

RPC:CLM
Attachment
nj e/7-8

cc:

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Of fice of Inspection & Enforcement
Division of Reactor Operations Inspection
Washington, D.C. 20005

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Of fize of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Division of Operating Reactors
Washington, D.C. 20555
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Docket &o. 50-346
License No. NPF-3
Serial No: 1-93
October 1, 1979

I.

II.

Seismic Analysis For As-Built
Safety Related Piping Systems

Response to NRC IE Bulletin No. 79-14

Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Station unit 1

Introduction

NRC IE Bulletin 79-14, dated July 2, 1979, Revision 1, dated July 18, 1979,
Supplement 1, dated August 15, 1979, and Supplement 2, dated September 7, 1979,
require all power reactor facility licensees to verify that the seismic analysis
of safety-related piping systems applies to the actual as-huilt configuration
of systems. The action items identified in the hulletin apply to all safety-related
piping, 2-1/2 inches in diameter and greater, and to Seismic ategory I piping,
regardless of size, which was analyzed by computer.

The response to Item 1 of the bulletin was submitted on August 1, 1979 (Serial
No. 1-81). This report is a response to Item 2 of the bulletin, describing
the inspection procedures and findings for normally accessible piping systems,
as defined by the bulletin.

Action Item 2

For portions of systems which are normally accessitle, inspect one system in each
set of redundant systems and all non-redundant systems for conformance to the
seismic analysis input information <t forth in design ducuments. Include in the
inspection: piping run geometry; support and restraint design, locations, function
and clearance (including floor and wall penetration); embedments (excluding those
covered in IE Bulletin 79-02); pipe attichments; valve and valve operator locations
and ".cights (excluding those covered in IE Bulletin 79-04). Within 60 days of the
date of this bulletin, submit a description of the results of this inspection.

III. Response

A. Summary and Conclusions

Inspection of all normally accessible safety-related piping, including both
redundant trains, was performed as described in our response to Item 1 of
the bulletin. The inspection teams began the walkdown inspections at the
site on July 30, 1979 and completed the effort on September 21, 1979.
Preliminary evaluation of the discrepancies discovered by the inspection
team have been completed and the results indicate that none of these discre-
pancies adversely affect system operability. Detailed engineering reviews
of the tield packages are currently fifty percent (50%) complete and support
the prelimina.y evaluations.
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D.

Inspection Packages

As described in the response to Action Item 1, all normally accessible safety-
related piping systems were divided into sixty eight inspection packages.
Where a system contsined redundant trains, both trains were inspected at this
time rather than delaying the inspection of one train until the Item 3 inspec-
tion effort. Included in each inspectic: package were the following items:

1. The current revision of the physical piping drawing and a checklist
to verify the piping run geometry and the location of pipe fittings,
tees, elbows, branch connections and concentrated masses, such as valves.

2. A valve drawing for each different valve on the piping drawing and a
checklist to verify tha* the valve installed in the piping system is
the valve indicate.i on the valve drawing and that the orientation of
the valve and operator with respect to the pipe axis is as shown on the
piping physical drawing.

3. A inspection checklist for each floor and wall penetration for checking
the type of penetration closure (grout, rubber, etc.) against the design
drawing. If the penetration was open, Or filled with soft foaw, the clear-
ances were checked.

4. The pipe support detail drawing and a checklist for each pipe support and
pipe anchor in the piping system was used to verify location, orientation
(direction), type, proper size, and that the support installation is in
accordance with the design document. Attachment of the support to the pipe
was also checked. Proper installation of concrete expansion anchors has
been verified under the response to NRC IE Bulletin No. 79-02 (Serial No.
1-78), and therefore, was not an inspection element in this effort.

Inspection Procedure

To ensure that all systems were uniformly inspect.., <n inspection procedure,
PDP-2 entitled "Inspection Procedure for As-built Configuration of Muclear Safety-
Relatod Piping Components, IE Bulletin 79-14", containing guidelines, system
tolerances, and component tolerances was prepared for use by the walkdown teams.
The procedure outlines the steps to be followed, the piping components to be
exanmined, the level of detail to be inspected during the walkdown inspection
program and the means of inspecting each component. This procedure also includes
the method for proper documentation and reporting 5>f the discrenancies identified
by the walkdown teams.

The NRC Office of Inspection and Enforcement, Region III, has audited the procedure
for conformance with the bulletin and the field imspection activities wer?

audited by Bechtel Project Quality Assurance to ensure compliance with the
procedure.

Inspection Teams and Training

A team consisting of two qualified personnel was responsible for the inspection
of 811 piping and supports contained in one inspection package. The average
experience of the walkdown tdams was fourteen years in the nuclear industry
with no one person having less than three years. The field effort was

directed by a Group Supervisor having sixteen years of nuclear industry
experience and a Professional Engineer's License.
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Extensive in-class and in-field training was given to all the walkdown team
members by qualified and experienced pipe stress and pipi~2 engineers. The ‘tems
covered in the trainin, included elements to be checked, methods of checking,
documentation of the findings, etc.

The qualifications, experience level and training for each member of the walkdown
tean is documented and available for review.

A pipe strees analyst was located in the field for the first three weeks of the
inspection to ansver any questions raised by the team personrel.

E. Inspection Summ~

In the accessiple portions of the facility 27,000 feet of piping and approxi-
, wmately 3000 pipe supports were inspected. Areas of high radiation and physical
" inaccessibility were not inspected. High-rad”ation areas will be included
in the inspection required by Item No. 3 of IE Bulletin No. 79-14, if radiation
levels permit. The inaccessible piping totaled 600 feet, approximz2tely 2%,
of the normrlly accessible safety-related piping. During the inspection, 779
inspection items (pipe supports and/or penetrations) were fouid to be covered
by insulation and, as require? by Supplement 1, a program of -nsulation removal,
inspection, and re-insulaticu was initiated *o inspect these items. Approximately
89% (690) were iuaspected. This inspection did mot include portions of the Main
Steam piping which was at operating temperature and therefore did not allow
removal of insulation. This piping will be inspected as part of Item No. 3
of the bulletin.

F. Field Review

After each inspection package was walked down in the field, it was reviewed
at the site for discrepancies (i.e., missing or extra supports, missing
piping, missing or wrong valves, etc.). These discrepancies were evaluated
at the site by either the stress analyst or the supervisor.

All noted discrepancies have been categorized by system on a Master Punch List.
Each punch list item has been identified with the data package number prefix
and a sequential number. Items requiring drawing changes or field rework

were noted on a Nonconformance Report (NCR).

The completed inspertion package was then forwarded to the Engineer (Bechtel

Power Corporation) for review by a stress analyst to determine if the
as-built conditions conform to the seismic input design documents.

G. Engineering Office Review

The stress analyst reviews the Master Punch List Ltems and the marked-up piping
drawings for the following:

l. Pipe routing
2. Pipe diameter
3. Pipe Supports - location, type, function and direction
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4. Penetrations = floor eénd wall
5. Valve orientation

Further, the analyst confirms if the weight of the valves used in the seismic
analysis agrees with the valves supplied by the vendors. Discrepancies
outside the allowable tolerances that are identified by the stress analyst
will be included on a separate NCR generated by the Engineer.

The pipe support and the civil engineers responsible for pipe support and
anchor design will compare any deficiencies identified on the checklists
for these components against the original design.

H. Evaluation

1f nonconformance(s) are found in a system, an evaluation of the significance
of the nonconformance is performed in two phases involving an engineering
judgement (field review) within two days followed by an engineering evaluation
within thirty days (office review). If the thirty day evaluation shows that

a nonconformance adversely affects the systea operability, applicable
technical specification action statements will then apply.

The extent of any reanalysis required and schedule for the reanalysis will be
provided in the supplement to this report.

I. Disposition

After the final reanalysis, disposition of the nonconformance will be
by one of the following methods:

l. Changes will be made on the drawing to reflect <s-built conditions.

2. Changes will be made to calculations and reference documents to
reflect as-built conditions.

3. Field modificaticns will be made to the components so that the component
reflects the as designed condition.

IV. Conclusion

Inspection of all the normally accessible Seismic Category I piping was completed
on September 21, 1979. A total of sixty eight inspection packages were used

in the walkdown and have been forwarded to the Engineer for evaluation.
Discrepancies identified by the detailed engineering reviews completed to date
are listed in Attachment 1.

The preliminary evaluations required by IE Bulletin 79-14, Supplement 1, have been
completed. Results of these evaluations indicate that operability of the

systems will not be affected by the noted descrepancies. Detailed engineering
reviews completed to date support these evaluations.
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ATTACHIMENT 1
Response to NRC IE Bulletin 79-14

The discrepancies identified by the field inspection effort and the
detailed engineering reviews completed to date are listed on the following
twenty four sheets.

The stress calculations are grouped by system and the description of all
the discrepancies identified that appear in each stress calculation are
tabulated accordingly.

1f, for a given stress calculation, no discrepancies are noted,
reanalysis of the calculation is not required.

If the discrepancies are of small significance and affect only a pipe
support or anchor, the support itself is reanalyzed I1f found adequate,
a drawing change may be required, This required reanalysis is indicated
by a single asterisk (*).

1f the discrepancies include moving of supports beyond the tolerance,
a simple hand calculation to evaluate the affect on the pipe and adjacent
supports is performed. This required reanalysis is indicated by two
asterisks (**),

If the discrepancies include preliminary valve weights used in the
analysis, different response spectra that must be considered, missing pipe
supports, etc,, the stress calculation will be given a complete reanalysis,
This is indicated on the following sheets by three astericks (¥¥**),
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sz 2 Ug 28] 5| S| merer 10
32 §8 .:“ HEEIR T remarx
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2522 §5|08| 2= <
YES IP YES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCIES
EBD-14-Hl Welds not in accordance with M-190-HO6F-1400-8
" EBD-14-H7 not in sccordance with M-19 Y06F-1406-6
-
X . Evaluation Yes | X
EBD~14-H17A Welds not in accordance with M-190-H17A-1416B-4
EBD-14-HI9% Welds not in accordance with M-190-HO6F-1418A~4
EBD-14-H16 Spans Areas 7 and 8
Lot
x Evaluation Yes |X
.- e x \
EBD-14-H35 moved 14" South
Eovelope of areas 7 and 9 should be used in the analysis
La sl
l . X Evaluation Yes |=
Fxtra Hanger located on 6" « HBD-137 between Anchor AS and
HBD-137-H8
EBD-14-H90 moved 1'-9" South
EBD-14~H74 moved 2'<10" Rast
. -
x Bvaluation Yes ' X

-
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. DISCREPANCIES S|g28|33 NO.
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YES IF YES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCIES
418 L] E8D-12-SH20 Structural Member not in accordance with
c-613%
EBD-12-5H2] Structural Member not in accordance with
c-619
Exira Support UR-l located between EBD~12-%R27 and.
EBD-12+8hl3
12-SR30 moved 1' -8"S.
12-SRY9 moved 12k"E.
12-SR40 moved 12%"E.
12-5R42 moved 1'=4 3/4'W.
The weight of Valve 15-1 used in seismic analysis differs
from vendor supplied weight.
s
Evaluation Yes | X
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g
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SYSTEM____NYORQGEN DUWTION as g OPERARILITY
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E 158 g DISCREPANCIES Si28| %3 é E NO.
3 23:8 55|86 22 3
NO | YES 7_!' YES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCIES
1198 25 HBC-44-H5 Additional Load Attached
HCB-49-H1 Welds not in sccordance with Grinnell SK. B-4»00
HCB-49-H2 Welds not in sccordance with Grimnell SK. B-4901 |
HCB-4k-H-10 moved 13" South
HCB-44-H-7 wmoved 144" South
a L HCB-44-H-2 moved 15" Up
= Support HCB-44-H10 Spans areas 7& 9 Eovelcpe of these
2 aress shouid be considered in analysis.
e
x Evaluation yes x
1190 25 HBC-74-H3 Welds not in sccordance with Grinnell SK. 11-7402
HBC-74-H10 Welds .ot in accordance with Grinnell SK. 11-7409
HBC-74-H11 Welds not in accordance with Grionell SK. 11-7410
HBC-74-H13 Welds not in accordance with Grinnell SK. 11-7412
HBC-74-H14 Welds not in sccordance with Grinnell SK. 11-7413
HBC-74-H17 Welds not in accordance with Grinnell SK. 11-7416
Extra Support No. 2 located next HBC-74-H3
HBC-74-H18 moved 13" South
. HBC-74-H11l woved 20" South
-
x Evaluation yes | x
o, 119€ S HEB~16-H]1 Welds ot in accordance with M-190-H29-1600-3
HBR-16-H2 moved 1'-10" North
-
e AN = | Evaluation yes | x
1}
1198 25 Extra Stpport No. 1 located pext to HBC-73-R9
x iv-iuuu x no | x
1191 25
x Evaluation x no | X
ey 1193 25 HBC-73-H4 Welds not in sccordance with Grinnell SK. 11-7303
HBC-73-H7 Welds not i{n sccordance with Grinnell SK. 11-7306
HBC-73-HB Welds mot in sccordance with Grinmell SK. 11-7307
e ]
.
x Evaluation yes x
e 119x 25 HBC-73 Welds not in accordance with Crinnell SK. 11-7305
-
= - Evaluation yes x
Al
/
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J . DISCREPANCIES 3|E2 'g’o w| No.
g3s8 53|58|35| 5| &
KO 5 IF YES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCIES
S8A 48 Eovelope of 7 and 9 should be used in seismic analysis
Easd
x Eval: ation yes  x
S8c 48 40 HCC-85-HS moved 124" dowm
Envelope of 7 and 9 should e used in seismic analysis
el
x Evaluation yes | x
580 “8 HSC-19-H5 Welds not in accordance with M-190-R40B-1904-2
HSC-19-H7 Welds not in sccordance with M-190-H408-1906-2
HS(-? 18 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H4OB-1907-1
HSC-19-H9 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H40B-1308-2
40 HSC 19-H2 moved ".'-8" West
40 HMSC 19-46 moved 13" West
40 HSC 19-H9 movea 14" West
il . .
x Evaluation yesix
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sysTEN » RIFICA _ ;g g OPERABILITY
] 5.'. g8 (il 8| _| e arrecren
5 AT g | neren 10
22 138 2q (85| 55| 5| B| 1w
"'g A58 g DISCREPANCIES glz2 gc é § NO.
E3s3ss ¥3|5%| 38
wo | ves IF YES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCIES
| 2 31-1.3C-2-H5 lowered 15%"
-t
X Evaluation Yes | X
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SYSTEN___DECAY MEAT REMOVAL ag| & OPERADILITY
& « o § [ .
vl wnal Bl & 1P AFFECTE
I 2%|.3/28| G REF & 10
o | QleE|w - E"‘..‘
ws v 2 ol I -~
2 <g ] P w i
B3 58, DISCREPANCIES SEHERS 2 &
b<gciss 55|58 22 2
IF YES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCRE™ANCIES
32 3 GCB-8-H2 Spring travel stops still installed
n GCB-7-H7 Structural member not i{n sccordance with
M-190-H33C-706A-3
GCE-7-H9 Configuration not in accordance with
¥-190-" C-708-3 '
GC5-8-Ho ed 1" 10" south
CCB-8-H5 moved 2' & 5/16" south
Weight of valves HV-DH9E and B97-1 used 1o the anslysis differs
from the vendor supplied weight. -
Envelope of areas 7 & 8 should be used (n selsmi_ analysis
Rl
Evaluation yes | x
3¢ b Envelope of sareas 7 and § should be used in analysis
e i
lnlugtn yes | x
328 31 § ]
Envelope of areas 7 and 9 should be used {n analy:sts
s
Bvalvation yes | x
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Sy wN Sy

ovEeKED oatr 9
~
SYSTEM
SYST™M_LOW PRESSURE INJECTION Sg g OPERABILITY
g 3«! gs " E o 17 AvFECTE
w g -E Eg ;5 ugl!nl'ﬂ‘
2 o el & O REMARK
E ..'53 § DISCREPANCIES 32 g- 35 Z 5 5O,
g£32 2 5510822 5
YES 1¥ YES, DESCRIPTION 9F DISCREPANCIES
188 3 GCB-1-HS moved 8 3/4" West
GCB-1+H7 moved 8 3/4" dest
GCB-1-Hll moved 2'+2" West
e
X Evaluation Yes [x
187 3 GCB-10-H17 moved 18 3/4" West
GCB~10-H16 moved 12" West
GCB-10-H10 moved 15" North
Envelope of areas 7 & 8 and 9 should be used in the analysis
L
X Evaluation Yes |X
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SYSTEM
OPERABILITY

SYSTEM__NIGH PAESSURE JNJECTION

1F AFFECTH!
REFER T
REMARK

NO.

g@‘

CTED

DISCREPANCIES

CK AS 1S OR ™G/

WAL KDOWN
PACKACE

NO.,
CRIGINAL DESIGN

CALC CHCS REQD
ANALYSIS

CORRECT TO
REQUIRED
UNAFFE
AFFE

NO | YES IF YES, DCSCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCIES

5 n Anchor AOSS moved up 144" o
CCR~19-H12 moved up 2'-18
CCR-2<H18A moved up 104"

CCB-19-H9 moved 134" east

OCB-19-47 moved 2'-6}" north
CCB-19-H8 moved 184" morth

Pipe CCB-19 (H7 & HB) wvas 7'-84" long
" LCB-19-H6 moved 124" east

CCB-19-HS moved 12 7/8" east

Anchor ADS4 in ares 8.

govelope of 7 & 8 needs to be used in analysis

Weight of the valves B7-1 & B7-4 used in the selsmic
analysis differs from vendor supplied weight,

X Evaluation Yes | X

54 n CCB-2-H17 Welds not in sccordance with M-190-H33D-216-8
CcCR-12-H1 Welds not in sccordance with M-190-H3ID-1200-2
CCB-19-H2 Configuration not in accordance with M-190-H33D=1901-8
CCV-19-H) Welds not in accordance with M-190-H33D-1902-8

CCB-19-R) moved 6 S/8" east

New hanger H-2 installed &4'-11%" east of
cce-19-H1

CCB-12-H1 moved 14 3/8" west

Support HI spans joint,
gavelope of 7 & R needs to be used in analysis

e L

X Evaluation Yes [ X

S6A 32 CCB-2-H7 Structural Members not in accordance with
M-190-H33D-206-5 »

CCB-2-H11 Welds not in sccordance with M-190-H3ID-210-6
Extra Hanger UN-1 locatad between Anchor A-46 and HCC-124-B4
Envelope of Aréas 7 & 9 nesds to be used in analys’s

CCB-2-H12 moved 12 3/4" North .
} X Eveluation Yes | X

‘ Sésl 3 CCB-2-H3 Welds not in accordance with M-190-R33D-202-5

Extra Hanger UH-) located between CCB-2-Hé and CCB-2-HS
OCP-2.4 moved 23§" morth

AR

Anchor A=055 moved up 14%"

x Bvaluation Yes | x

5682 32 The weight of the valve HV-HP2B used in the analysis differs from
the vendor supplied weight.
Envelope of Areas 7 & 9 should be used in the analysis.

X Evaluation Yes X
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TE SULLETIN 7914 DESCRIPTION OF INSPECTION RESULTS |

N OMECKED oarr 9,
8 SYSTFM
sysTew_ WICH PRESSURE INJECTION "’g g SISO
g 8|28 IF ATTECTE
& Iz 2E 5359 § ?uunxn
"; ® CIZEILE| £ Gl revanx
4 o 2 MEEIEE -
125 . DISCREPANCIES Sk E 2. § NO.
S328 E3|08| &
%o | s 17 YES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCIES
sec| m NOC-: 2 Welds mot in sccordance with M-190-H)ID-9101 %

RCC 91+H) Welds not in accordance with M-190-K33D-9102-10

-
X Evaluation Yes | X

56D 32 HCC-91-H9 W2lds not in accordance with M-190-H33D-9108-7
HCC-91-H12 Welds not in accordance with M~190-H33D-9111-6

HCC+91-H9 moved 13 1/8" west
HCC-91-HR moved 13 1/8" west

X Evaluation Yes | X

S56¢ 3 HCC-91+H1) Configuration not in accordance with
M=190-HIID-9112-4

HCC-91-H17 Welds not i{n accordance with Grinnell 14-9116
RCC-91-H19 Welds not in accordance with M-150-R33D-9116-6
F2C-91-H21 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H33D-9120-6
| : HCC-91-H2) Welds not in accordance with M-130-H)3D-9122+4

I"-HCC-91 E1. 580'-3"(J-3) increased length
by 1'-10 3/16"

it Bl ] 5 -
X Evaluation Yes | X

S6F n HCB-2-H16 Welde not in sccordance with ¥ <HIID 235-2
HCB-2-H28 Welds not in accordance with A' ‘0-H33D-237-2
HCB-2-H)% Welds not in accordance with . 90-H33p-238-3
HCB-2-H40 mu_ not in accordance with m-190-H33D-239-2
HCB-2-H4]l Welds not {n accordancc with M-190-H)3D-240-2

HCB~2-B4) Welds/Plates not in accordance with M-190-H33D-242-2

' Minor modification from originally analyzed )
- . piping configuration. o

New Hanger installed 7" from eas* elbow
ot El. 559'-9" 4"HCC-124

Evaluation Yes | x
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1E BULLETIN ”-l@ D_!SCIX"IOF OF INSPECTION RESULTS
avces Cond e Yfog

GYSTEM
CPCRABILITY

SYSTEM__CONTAINMENT SPRAY

IF AFFECTH!
REFFR 10
HEMARK

NO,

AFFECTFD

DISCREPANCICS

OK AS IS OR ™G/

NO,
ORICINAL DESIGN

ANALYSIS

WALKDOV N
PACKACE

CALC CMGCS REQD
CO28SCT TO
USASFECTED|

REQUIRED

NO | YES IF YES, DESCRIFTION OF DISCREPANCIES

194 36 GCB-5-H) Welds not in accordance with M-190-H14D-502-8
GCB~5+H4 Welds mot in accordance with M-190-H34D-503-7
GCB-5-H13 moved 7" East

. Weight of valves B24-10 and B31-2 used in the analysis

differ from vendor supplied weights.

R
4 Evaluation Yes | X

198 3 GCB-5-H7 'oad-Carrying Member not in accordance with ‘
M=190-KH34D-506-5

GCB-5-H9 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H34D-508-5
GCB-5-H1S not in sccordance with M=190-H34D-534-1

HCC-38-H3 Structural Member not in accordance with
M~190-H34D~3807-5

Extra Hanger (7«3 located between Anchor AS0 and HCC-38-HS

Weight of the valves B24-11, B31-3 and B98-1 used {n
analysis differ from vendor supplied weight

Envelope of Areas 7 & 9 need be considered in analysis

X Evaluation Yes |X

19¢ 36 HCC-38-H7 Clearances and additicnal loading not in
accordance with SK~14-3806
HCC-38+HE Welds not in accordance with SK-14-3807

HCC-38-H9 Configuration of additional Hanger not in
sccordance with SK-14-3808

HCC-38-Hl11 Structural Member size, shim size, and
clearance not in accordance with M-190-H14D-1810-6

RCC-18-H12 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H34D-2811-4
HCC-38-H13 Additional loads attached to Hanger

Anchor A-81 moved 1'-6" West
” ECC-28-ES moved 1'-7" Bast

Support RCC-38-H12 Spans Areas 7 and 9

Envelope of Areas 7 & 9 should be used in analysis

Evaluation Yes | X

1196 052
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1E BULLETIN 79-14 DESCRIPTION OF INSPECTION RESULTS “
1 e CHECKED uu:q/lol 4
S 7 SYSTEM
< &0 1es & _| 1 arreems
= e wal| = 2
- S 2% 53 X Slu REFER TO
“e QU By el e e ...‘B REMARK
g5 I8 g|23(33| 2! £ w0
2; 138 5 DISCREPANCIES 5% i g g ; !
w238 2 vio - )
\ES IF YES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCIES
0 4 ’
Evaluation 4 No | X
55A 3 ) HBC-2-H1 Configuration not ia accordance with M-190-216A-200-9
-
X Evaluation Yes | X
558 3% HBC-2-H3 Weld's not in sccordance with M-190-H36A-202-7
Suppor® 36HBC~2-Hé moved 1'-0" east
extra clamp added (nmot included in
the analysis)
-
x Evaluation Yes | X
§5¢C 39 -
Evaluation X No | X
55D 3% HBC-27-H4 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H36A-2703-7
Yalve Fb6-> Welded directly te elbow
-
X Evalua: on b 4 Yes | X
61D 39 Anchor A=095 moved 2'-B) east
40 HBC-52-H3 moved 3'-1" south
&2 _Valve B4l-4 is relocated beyond the
problem
X Evaluation Yes | X
61 41 Anchor A-398, Welds/Structural Member; not i{n accordance
with C-674
1-Hl4 moved 8" down
1-H17 soved 114" South
1-H18 moved 9%¢" South
-
Yes | X
1
v o
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TE BULLETIN 79-16 DESCRIPTION 07 INSPECTION RESULTS

CHECKED &4 DATE ’Z&éf

SYSTEM

SYSTEM__COMPONENT COOLING WATER OPERARILITY

1IF AFFECTED
REFER TN
REMARK

NO,

4]

DISCREPANCIES

OK AS 1S OR NG/

NO,
ORIGINAL DESIGN

CALC CHMCS REQD
CORRICT TO
AMALYSIS
AFFECT¥D

UNAY FECTED:!

REQUI

PACKAGE

CALCULATE
WALLDOWN

STRESS

KO | YES IF YES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCRIPANCIES

61k 41 Anchor A-199 Welds/Structural Members not in accordance
with C-672

EBC-1-H7 Configuration/Structural Member not in sccordance |
with M-190-H36C-106-5

HBC-1-H20 Configuration/Structural Member not in accordance
. with M=190-H36C-119-4 -

HBC-1-H21 Configuration/Structural Member/Weld mot in
sccordance with M-190-H36C-120-3

1-H23 moved 1'-2§" South
1-H21 moved 84" North-West

x Evaluacion Yes |x

6lL 41 Anchor A-400 Welds/Structural Member not in accordance
with C-675

L HBC-1-H25 Structural Members not in accordsnce with
M-190-HI6C~124-3

. HBC-1-H26 Structural Members/Welds not in accordance with
M=190-H36C~125A-7

1-H25 moved 9" dowm
1-H26 moved 11 5/16" Norta-East

X Evaluation Yes |x

61T 4l HBC-28-H11 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H36C-2810-4

Weight of the valve B81-2 used in the analysis differs
from vendor supplied weight "

x Evaluation Yes |X

- 61v 41 Valve B81-1 Orientation not {n accordance with M-236C

weight of the valve B81-1 wsed in the analysis differs from
vendor - “olied weight

i
IS Evaluation Yes (X

61w 41 HBC-80-H! Configuration not in accordance with
M-190-H36C-8000-6

X Evaluation Yes (X

1196 034
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1€ BULLETIN 79-14 DCSCRIPTION OF INSPECTION RESULTS q
: . o«tcuo_% DATE ["Z"

SYSTEM
OPERARILITY
gl

g

-
-

g.

NO ln:s IF YES, DCSCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCIES I

SYSTEM__SERVICE WATER

IF AFFLOTEY
REFLR 10y
REMARK

NO.

OK AS 15 OR MG/
CALC CHCS REQD
CORRECT 10
ORIGINAL DESICN

ANALYSIS

REQUIRED
AFFECTED

DISCRFEPANCIES

WAL KDOWE

PACKAGE
NO.

s 5i Extra Henger “HA" located between HAD-96-H4 & MBD-96-HS5

Hanger WBD-9¢-H4 sketch calls for weld all-sround, but
welded at 2 of & sides.

HBC-34-H4l moved 14 11/16" southwest
along pipe =

Anchor Al137 inaccessible

Weight of the valves E3}-14 and E3-15 used in the seisamic
analysis differs from vendir supplied weight,

X Evaluation Yes | % i

518 s1 Weight of the valves PSV-3962 and

PSV-3963 {n the seismic analysis differs from vendor supplied
" weligh

X Evaluation Yes | X

1104 55 HBC-37-H27 Welds not in accordance with M-190-R41L-3726-2

HBC-37-H34 Structural Mesber not in accordance with
M-190-H41L-3733-4

HBC-37-H35 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H41L-3734-2

-—— HBC-37~H36 Structural Mes'-er not .in accordance with
Mel" 341L-3735-4

HBC-37-H37 Welds not in accordance with M-190-B41L-3736+6

HBC-37-R40 Structural Members not in accordance with
M-190-H41L~3739-4 -

HBC-37-H42 Welds not in sccordance with M=190-B41L-3741-3
HBC-37i143 Welds not in .ceotd;ncc -mr; M-190-H41L-3742-4
8 37-846 moved 1'-4" N,

37-H36 moved 1'-7" S,

"y 37-R45 moved 1'<4 3/4" sE,
<l 41 HBC-37 HI9 Inaccessible

X Evaluation Yes | X

638 53 &41-HBC-42-H2 moved 18" Rast

Weights of following valves used in analysis differs from
wvendor supplisd weight:
P49, P6-10, P4-11, F6-7, F6-B, P69, F5-10, TVIL29, TVILI

X Evaluation ) Yes | X

]

0
N
e
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CALCULATION

STRFSS
NO,

WALKUOWN
PACKAGE

1E BULLETIN 79-14 DESCRIPTION OF INSPECTION RESULTS |

SYSTEM__SUMP PUMP DISCHARCE

DISCREPANCIES

pace__ 16

TR L

boats L waia[1e]2

By

CHECKED

wmjé‘[’]

OK AS 1S OR IMG/
CALC CHCS REQD

CORRECT TO

YES

IF YES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCIES

ORIGINAL DESIGN

ANALYSIS
REQUIRED

SYSTEM
OPERABILITY

IF AFFECTII
REFER 10
REMARY

NO.

UNAFFECTED
AFFECTED

RSC-145-H36 Welds not in accord with M-190-Ha6B-14535-4
HSC-145-H)7 Clearances not in accordance with
M-190-H4bB- 145364
Additional loads attached

HSC=145-H19 Structural Members not in accordance with
M-190-H46B-14518-3

HSC-145-H4b Welds not in accordance with M=190-R46B-14545-4

Evaluation

Yes

HSC-155-H10 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H46B-15505-1
HSC-155-H1] Welds not in sccordance with M-190-H46B-15510-2
RSC-145<H4 moved 1'-6 7/8" north

HSC-155-H12 moved up 1'-2§"

Evaluation

Yes

96D

57

RSC-145-H16 Welds not in accordance with M=190-R46B-14515-6
HSC-145-H19 Welds not in sccc. '  ~= wirhk M=]190-R4AR-14518.3

HSC-145-ii2]1 Welds not {n accordance with M-190-H468-14520-.

Evaluatioo

Yes

57

ASC-155-R4 Additional ioads attached
Extra Hanger located between HSC-155-H3 and HSC-155-Hé4
Anchor A355 hes moved to horizontal pipe
from vertical position (24" HSC-155).
8" from elbow toward north
HSC-155-H3 moved 3'-5" sast

Anchor A-356 moved 2'-3" west

Evaluation

Yes

7

HSC-155-H9 Configuration not in accordance with M-190-R46B-14508+5

RSC-155-H16 Welds not i{n accordance with M-190-H46B-1%515-2

Anchor A356 moved 2'-3" west

Pipe routing changed-elbows added d to be
28'-5" @ B}, 561°'-3" now 23'-6" @
g1, 561'-3" & 5'-0" @ 559'-3"

HSC-155-n18 moved 1'-6" west

RSL-(55-H9 previously only hanger support-now
rigid x supporil added

Archor A357 moved up 3'-7§"

Evaluation

Yes

1196 036
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1t NU:IT‘II 79-14 DESCRIPTION OF INSPECTION RESULTS

CHECKED oarr 9/34/7
~
SYSTEM
SYSTEM_AUXILIARY STEAN Sg 8 SFEAARELIYY
g r E.le8 ol & & 1? AP V1Y
g ',JG 2% IM; :: ol wi| REFER 10
as ?: col25 S| L] G| remane
#3058 DISCREPANCIES 312133 Z | NO,
NO YES IF YES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCIES -
658C 21 GBD-12-H4 Welds not in sccordance with M-190-H208-1203-)
Restraint 20 CBD-12 Hé moved 2'-11" down
Restraint 20 GBD-12 H3 woved 1'-11" north
-
X Evaluation Yes | X
TIA 22 Extra Hanger located next to HBD-37-H7?
HBD-44-H2 Configuration not in accordance with Grinnell
SK 12-4401
HBD-44-H4 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H200-4403-2
HBD-44-H1]1 Structural Member not in accordance with
M-190-H20D-4410-3
Anchor A-238 moved 2'-0" east
-
8 X Eva luation Yes |X
778 2 HBD~44~H8 Configuration not i{n accordance with
M=190«H20D=4407-3
HBD=44-HY additional load attached
-
i X ’ Evaluation Yer (X
ol nc | 22 )
x Evaluation X No | X
17E 22 HBD-86-H3 Additional Load attached
Support 20 HBDS6-H4 moved 1'-4" east
-
X Evaluation Ye: | X
il
mr 22
i The weight of the valve HV-2073 used in the analysis
differs from the vendor supplied weight
Laald
x Evaluation Yes X
7% 2 .
X Evaluation X No | X
0«
1194 N4/
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1E BULLETIN 79-14 DESCRIPTION OF INSPECTION RESULTS =
' o CHECKED . marrd,
—
S [ SYSTEM
SYSTEM___AUXILIARY SIEAM 28| = OPERABILITY
] 8 . - o
g wlB - 1F AFFECTF
= |= v Jiwal = o
- C ; o = s w | REFER 10
'3: §g 20 " > = ™ E REMARY.
138 5 “1SC ANCIES 3 §~ g§ g | %o,
Z5% 2 e E35|58| 2 2
YES _ IF YES, DF""ITi. % OF DISCRLANCIES
7 2 I Restra: . 7~ AD-86-H17 moved 1'-7 5/8" down
-
Evaluation Yes | X
4 I S )
] l 753 N &)
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1E m.mny 79-14 qgscatntou OF INSPECTION RESULTS )
OMECKED e Yf2e/1¢
-~
SYSTEM__STATION AND INSTRUMENT ATR Sg| B e
& = ] = § S
- S B - @ & 1P AFFRCTN
g I3, 2E|pd 52| Gl g rerer o
-4 3 . 2 agEl=s | G| mEmans
FEREL DISCREPANCIES ‘s §~ 22 z & | M.
GSESE g ] 55|88 <@ 5| @
NO | YES IF YES, DESCRIPTION OF LAsCREPANCIES
1284 16 Selsmic Boundary location not in accordance with M-215
Support 15 HCD-30 H1 not included in the analysis
Support 15 HCD-30 HZ not included in the analysis ol
- X Evaluation Yes | X




TE BULLETIN 79-14 DESCRIPTION OF INSPECTION RESULTS

PAGE__18 OF 24

wy __(ﬂi&nnﬂﬂ}{

CHECKED oate 7/ %
8 7 SYSTFEM
SYSTEM VENT HEALER 28| = OPEPABILITY
o
] & 23, e IF AFFLCIC!
w w o o
5 |3a 22lpd 28 G| &| eeres 10
g3 3% 9,85 52| 5| Bf rew
Q J%E ., DISCREPANCIES {254 g & | %o,
E3sizs T ¥3|58/23| 8 2
N0 | YES IF YES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCICS
124A &7 HSC-29-H17 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H38-2916-2
HSC-29-H20 Configuration not in accordance with
M=190-HIE-2919-2
HSC-29-H2]1 Configuration mot in accordsnce with
g M-190-H18-2920-2 -
MSC-29-H22 Configuration not in accordance with
M-190-H318-2921-2
HSC-29-H22 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H38-2931-2
HSC-29-H22 moved 124" Swuth
HSC-25-H22 moved 19" South
Length of pipe 3HSC-27 5-8) shortened
to 2'-3"
-
x Evaluation Yes | X

e

1194 &0
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TE SULLETIN 79-16 DESCRIPTION OF INSPECTION RESULTS '
' : CHECKED !% urﬂli’/’f

~
%] SYSTEM
SYSTIM__FINE PROTECTION SYSTE is s oPERABI LTV
g gw g8 wal Bl of 17 arrrere
5 Buw 2z s; 221 5| £ eerer 1o
23 |83 . M EEEEL - Gl Remans
FEREE DISCREPANCIES 3 g- 4% 2 “| No.
nSsZ23a g 835|S g <& <
NO YES 1} YES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCIES
118A 20 Valve FP-1 Orientation not in accordance with M-216F,
rotated 30° East :
Extra Support K8E-3-H2 (s insta’.od
Ext: Support KBE-16-H14 {s initalled
- Extrs Support KBE-16-H1S {» {nstalled 3
!
The weight of the valve FP-47 used in the analysis Ziffers
from the vendor supplied weight
Laad
Evaluation Yes | X

1195 041
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’ 1E BULLETIN 79-1& o_z_scnnxou OF INSPECTION RESULTS |

-~
It SYSTEM
SYSTEM_SCREEN WASH AND CHLORINATION ag g OPEAASTLITY

8 i Ew g8 wel Bl of v arrecren

e |z 2% g 2 S 2] rerer 10
wS 3 . 9 B lnal & | :
20 (¥R 2488|533 B B REMAN
EREE I DISCREPANCIES ez = gS 2 NO.
..3 Z3a 2 £5|08 2| 5 5

5 | vs IF YES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCIES
103A 14 Anchor Al4S moved 1'-1§" East
Zvaluation X No | X

1194 042
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CALCULATIO

8O,

WAL KON
PACKACE
KO,

STRESS

TE BULLETIN 79-14 DESCRIPTION OF INSPECTION RESULTS |

PACE, or_26
ey S SRy

OHECKED

SYSTEM__ MAXEUP WATER TREATMENT

DISCREPANCIES

OK AS IS OR NG/
CALC CHGS REQD
CORRECT T0

YES

1F "ES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCIES

ORIGINAL DESIGN

ANALYSIS
REQUIRED

oare 93/ 7¢

SYSTEM
OPERABILITY

IP AFFLCTY
REFER TO
REMARK

NO,

AFFECIED

UNAFFECTED)

102a

-
~

HSC-23-H1 Welds/Confirguration not in sccordance with
M-190-HI10E-21300-3 )

HCB-23-H2 Configuration not in accordance with
K-190-H10E-2301-5

HCB-23-H4 Structural Members not in accordance with
M-190-H10E-2303-3

RCB-23-H6 Configuration mot in accordance with
M-150-H10E-2305-4

Envelope of Areas B and 9 should be used in analysis

Evaluation

Yes

1028

13

: Extra Support No. 8 located next to HCD-4-H61

Anchor A185 Configuration mot in egreement with C-883
HCD-4-H73 Welds not in sccordance with M-190-H10F-472-3

HCD-4-H53 Structural Member not in accordance with
M=190-H10F-452-4

Extra Support No. 2 located next to HCD-4-H5)

Extrs Support No. 3 located between HCD-4-HS50 and HCD-4-HSL

Extra Support No. & 1 4 next to HCD-4-H47
Extra Suppo-t No. 5 located next to HCD-4-RS5S
Extra Support No. 6 located next to HCD-4-HS?

Extra Support No. 7 located next to HCD-4-R60

Extra Support No. 9 located mext to RCD-4-H6)

Extra Support No. 10 located between HCD-4-H69 and HCD-4-H70

Extra Support No. 11 located next to HCD-4-H78
Extra Support No. 12 located retween HCD-4-HA0 and HCD-4-HBI
Extra Support No. 13 locited next to HCD-4-H62
Extra Support No. 14 located between HCD-4-H73 and HCD-4-HTS
Anchor A-168 moved 1'-1" to East
10B HCD=4-H-76 move ! 1'«1" to West
108 HCD-4-H-62 moved 13" to North
TEE (E-3) moved 1'~3" to South
108 HCD=4-H-59 moved 1'-6" to East

9CD-4-H61 Spans Seismic Joint

Evaluation

Yes

102¢c

12

Anchor A389 Configuration not i. agreement with C-897

Anchor Al83 Configuration not in agreement with C877

HCD~4-H19 Structural Members not in agreement with M-190-H1O0BR-4}8-3

HCD-4-RH4] Welds/Configuration not in agreement w.th
M-190-H10E-440~4 3

Valve Al4l-l Orientation not in agreement with M-210E

Envelope of Areas 8 and 9 should be used in the anaiysis

Evaluation

Yes

1196 G435
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HCC-50-H10 *felds wot in accordance with M-190-H10C-3009-3
BCC-50-H11 Welds not in sccordance with M-190-H10C-5010-3
HCC-50-H12 Welds not in accordsnce with M-190-l0C-5011-5
HCC-50-H1? Welds not in accordance with M-190-H10C-5012-4

HCC-$0-H15 Configuration/Structural Member not {n accordance
with M-190-H10C-5014~4

HBCC-50-R17 Welds not in sccordance with M-190-H10C-5016-5
HCC-50-H18 Welds not in accordance with M-190-R10C-5017-4

HCC-50-H19 Welds and clear not in daace with

M-190-H10C-5018-4

_ HCC-50-H23 Welds not in accordance with M-190-E10C-5022-5

HCC-50-H25 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H10C-5024-5
BCC-50-H27 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H10C-5026-5

HCC-50-H28 Welds and attachment not in accordance with
M-190-H10C~5027-5

HCC-50-H32 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H10C-5029-4
HCC-50-H33 - Not installed

BCC-50-H34 \ul‘“ not in sccordance with M-190-H10C-5033-4
HCC-50-E35 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H10C-5034-5
HCC-50-H36 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H10C-5035-4
HCC-50-H37 Welds not {n accordance with M-190-H10C-5036-7
HCC-50-H19 Welds not in sccordance with M-190-H10C-35038-5

HCC-50-H40 Structural Members not in accordance with
M-190-H10C-5039-5

BCC-50-H42 Welds not in sccordance with M=190-H10C-5041-6
BCC-50-H/-3 Welds nc © in accordance with M-190-H10C-5042-5
Extra Hanger UH-1 located next to HCC-50-H9

Extra lcnpr Ul-2 located between HCC-50-H10 and HCC-S0-H11
Extra m‘r UH-3 located between RCC-"0-Hll and HCC-50-R12
Extra Hanger UH-4 located next to HCC-50-H19

Extra Hanger UH-5 located next to HCC-50-H20

Extra Hanger UH-6 located next to HOC-50-H31

1196 (44
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1E BULLETIN 79-14 Q-C_SCIIRIOI OF INSPECTION RESULTS 4
: AMECKED mn:_[h’?f
° SYSTEM
SYSTEM MAKEUP WATER TREATMENT H g g i R
~ sm 28 o g a IF AFFECTED
C '.2;.; 22| 2|28| 5| 2| rerer 1O
ns !23 2“ ga == :|= REMARK
E JXG . DISCREPANCIES 322123 é & | wo.
358 55|58| 2= 2
% | YES IF YES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCIES

1020 12 HCC-50-H! Welds not in accordance with *1=190-H10F -5000-3

MCC-50-H2 Welds not in accordance with Grinnell SK 14-5001

HCC-50-R3 Configuration not in accordance with M=190-H10E~500% 4

HCC-50-H4 Welds not in #.cordance with M-190-H10E-5003-3

Suppotcs located in areas 7 & 8 should be analyzed for

displacement
Easd
X Evaluation Yes | X

102€ 10 HCC~50-H44 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H10C-5043-3




STRESS

c.\u:uuﬂo:;l

NO

WAL KOS

PACKAGE

NO.

TE BULLETIN 79-1& DESCRIPTION OF INSPECTION RESULTS |

SYSTEM___ MAKEUP WATER TREATMENT

DISCREPANCIES

FALL 23 (3}
what bt

CHECKED

-
DATE 9160'ﬁ_f

AS 1S OR MG/
CALC CHCS REQD

CORRECT TO
IRICINAL DESICON

ANALYSIS

YES

IF YES, DESCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCIES

LY

OPERARILITY

AFFECTED

REQUIRED

IF AFFROTED
REFER 10
REMARK

RO,

102
Cont.

Extra Hanger UH-7 located between HCC-50-H4) and HCC-5 <&
Extra Hanger UH-8 located between HCC~50-H47 and Anche . 84

HCC-50-H9 moved 1'<6 $/8" West
HCC=50-H10 moved 1'-8 3/3" West

RCC-50-H1® moved 2'-9" South
HCC-50-H18 moved 1'-7 3/4" up

HCC-50-H21 moved 1'-7 7/8" East
HCC-50-K30 moved 13" East
HCC-S0-H3) s missing
HCC-50-H42 moved 12 7/8 North
HCC-50-H43 moved 14 1/8" South

HCC-50-H4k moved 124" North
HCC-50-H4S moved 2'<24" North
HCC-50-H46 moved 2'-2 1/8" West

Support HCC-50+¥ | Spans Seismic Joint

Evaluation

Yes

102¢

10

Evalustion

102¢

11

Anchor '’'23 Configuration/Structural Members not in
accordance with C-831

Anchor A424 Structural Mesbers not in accordance with C-8)7
HCC-51-H102 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H10D-AS5101-2
HCC-51-H103 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H10D-A5102-2
BCC-51-H104 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H10D-AS5103-3
10B HCC-51-H103 -:\;-d 1'-2 1/8" to WVest
Anchor A424 moved 2'-3§" to North-West

Evaluation

Yes

1028

11

HCC-69-H104 Welds not in sccordance with M-190-H10D-A6903-2
HCC-69-3105 Welds not in accordance with M-190-H10D-A6504-3

Extra Hanger UH-1 located next to HCC-69-H101

10B-HCC-69-H102 moved 1'=1" to West
10B-HCC-69-H104 moved 1'-0 3/4" to South
Anchor A-426 moved 1'«4 5/8" to North-West

Evaluation

Yes

12

Anchor A427 Structural Members not in accordance with C-657

HOC-40-H103 Corfiguration not in accordance with
M-190-H10E-ALD02-1

Anchor A-428 moved 1'-6% North-West

Yes

1 1 (r)é 0¢5 Evaluation




’ PACY 24 Y2

uni[}f["

. -
v BY
1E BULLETIN 7914 npcnnxou OF INSPECTION RESULTS =

g
;

SYSTEM__MAXEUP WATER TREADGNI

E o 1¥ AFFTCTES
G| & reren 10
= § REMARK

DISCREPAKCIES 0.

OK AS 15 OR DMG/
CALC CHGS REQD

CORRECT TO
ORICINAL DESICN

WALKDCUN

PACKACE

KO.
ANALYSLS
REQUIRED
UNAF

STRESS

£t

NO | YES 1F YES, DFESCRIPTION OF DISCREPANCILS

100 13 Anchor A430 Structural Member not in accordance with c-837

Extra Susport No. 1 located between HCC-5)-H1OL and
Anchor A429

) 10B-HCC=5)-H104 moved 1'-4" down
Anchor A430 moved 1'-11" North-West

b Evaluation Yes | X

102x 13 108 HCC=53-H=111 moved 1'-11" to West
108 HOC=53<H-112 moved 1'-1" to East
108 HCC=53<H-116 mcved 1'-8 1/8" to East
108 HCC-53-H-126 moved 2'-2 9/16" North-East
HCC-S53-H11S5 Spans Seismic Joint

Envelope of Areas 7,8, & 9 need be considered

x Evaluat’ o Yes | X

e
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